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ABSTRACT
PARENTAL DIVORCE AND DECREASED OPTIMISM ABOUT SUCCESS OF
MARRIAGE: PERCEPTIONS OF UNIQUE OR UNIVERSAL VULNERABILITY?
FEBRUARY 1991
KATHRYN M. FRANKLIN, B.A.
,
UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN
M.S., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS
Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS
Directed by: Professor Ronnie Janoff-Bulman
This study attempted to explore further the decreased
optimism of college-aged children of divorce regarding their
success in marriage by first examining both their
vulnerability to divorce and the specific perceptions of
marriage in comparison to college-aged children from intact
families. To distinguish between the role of parental
divorce and the amount of conflict between parents,
regardless of marital status, the parents' relationship was
also examined.
When comparing the parental divorced respondents (PD)
with the respondents from intact families (IF) , analyses
showed that those in the PD group were significantly more
vulnerable to and worried about divorce. When asked to rate
their chances of divorcing in comparison to other college
students and college-aged children of divorce, however, the
PD respondents maintained as strong an illusion of
invulnerability as their IF counterparts; both groups
v
believed that they were less vulnerable to divorce than
either of the targets.
The PD group was more likely to believe that people
change over time and marriages cannot always accommodate
these changes, thus it is unrealistic to expect marriages to
last a lifetime. The IF respondents were more apt to agree
that people's marriages resemble their parents' and that
marriages break up because people do not try hard enough to
save them. College-aged children from intact homes were
also more likely to stress the importance of developing a
close relationship with the partner's family and to see
themselves forming this bond.
When comparing responses by the amount of parental
conflict, the high conflict respondents were more vulnerable
to divorce than the low conflict, yet both perceived
themselves as less likely to divorce than other students or
children of divorce. High parental conflict respondents,
however, also indicated they were less likely to marry,
perhaps because they too endorsed the notion that marriages
cannot last a lifetime.
Further exploratory analyses seemed to indicate that
the parental relationship and the dissolution of a marriage
may affect the perceived vulnerability conjointly; parental
conflict may be sufficient to produce this effect, but in
its absence, parental divorce may be necessary.
vi
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
The present study is an attempt to explore further
findings from the author's masters' thesis. Although the
primary goal of this earlier research was to explore the
extent to which adult aged children of divorce differed from
adult aged children from intact homes in trust of others, an
intriguing difference regarding marital optimism was found.
College-aged children of divorce held a significantly less
optimistic view of their future marital success than
college-aged children from intact homes. The present
research sought to explore this decreased optimism in light
of social psychological research and theory.
Overview of the Long-Term Effects of Parental Divorce
Over the last three decades an increasing number of
marriages in the United States have ended in divorce. It is
presently estimated that 51% of all marriages today will end
in divorce (National Center for Health Statistics, 1989?).
A decade ago, it was estimated that approximately 60% of
divorces include couples with at least one child under the
age of 18 (Bane, 1979); close to 1.1 million children are
affected by parental divorce yearly (Glick, 1979) . Of the
children born today nearly one-third will experience the
breakup of their parents' marriage (Glick, 1979).
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Divorce is no longer considered a single, short-term
event between two adults, but rather a process that may
linger for years, causing an adjustment for every member of
the family and affecting different aspects of a child's
personal and social life, both in and outside the family
(Hetherington, Cox, & Cox, 1979). Often after divorce the
child faces the challenging task of meeting implicit or even
explicit loyalty demands and of revising beliefs about the
permanence of relationships (Hess & Camera, 1979)
.
Consequently, many of the child's basic needs are
threatened: physiological needs, a sense of security, the
need to feel loved and to belong, and self-esteem needs
(Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980)
.
This disruption in the child's environment creates a
view of the world that seems less reliable and predictable.
In their clinical research, Wallerstein & Kelly (1980)
reported that often the child expresses an enormous sense of
loss, frequently resulting in mild depressive symptoms.
Other studies indicate higher rates of delinquency and anti-
social behavior in these children (McDermott, 1970) , and the
reported number of children of divorce with psychiatric
problems is nearly twice the rate of outpatient evaluation
at children's psychiatric hospitals as would be expected
from their representation in the general population (Kalter,
1977). Yet, although some adolescent children of divorce
receive unaccustomed failing grades and are angry and
2
depressed after the divorce, others are highly accelerated
both academically and socially (Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980)
This dichotomy may be the result of one group's ability to
cope constructively both with the parental divorce and the
increased responsibilities and independence that often
accompany this experience (Weiss, 1979)
.
Although the immediate adverse effects of parental
divorce are well documented, both in terms of the child's
age at the time of the divorce (Hetherington, Cox, & Cox,
1979; Landis, 1970; Longfellow, 1979; Rosenberg, 1965;
Ryker, 1971; Santrock, 1970; Santrock, 1972; Wallerstein &
Kelly, 1980) and gender (Felner, Stolberg, & Cowan, 1975;
Hetherington, Cox, & Cox, 1979; Peterson & Zill, 1983;
Santrock & Warshak, 1979; Slater, Stewart, & Linn, 1983;
Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980)
,
very few studies have examined
the long-term impact of divorce. Given the disruption of
the family immediately after the parents' divorce,
Hetherington et al. (1979) noted that its effects on the
children's social interactions are strongest during the
first year after the divorce; they then seem to diminish
until they have almost disappeared by the second year.
After the second year, these differences are no longer
present overall (Hetherington et al., 1979). These findings
lead to speculation as to whether any long-term consequences
appear as these children mature. Children may adjust to the
immediate demands of parental divorce, but what, if any, are
3
the lingering conseguences of this change in family
structure?
In a study of college women whose parents had divorced
during either their childhood or their adolescence, Young &
P^^ish (1977) found that these women had lower self-concepts
and higher insecurity than college women from intact homes.
Regarding intimate relationships, Greenberg & Nay (1982)
found no differences in the quantity or quality of dating
behavior, attitudes towards marriage or conflict resolution
skills between subjects from intact or divorced homes. The
only noted difference lay in college-aged children of
divorce expressing a more favorable attitude towards divorce
in general. In contrast, Booth, Brinkerhoff, & White (1984)
reported heightened "courtship activity" among grown
offspring from divorced homes, and Hetherington et al.
(1972) noted promiscuous behavior in adolescent females.
When analyzing the permanence of marriage, Glenn &
Kramer (1985) pooled eight national surveys from 1973 to
1982 and found that men and women from divorced families
were not only more likely than respondents from intact
families to be divorced themselves, but they also scored
significantly lower on several measures of psychological
well-being. A cross-sectional study comparing national
probability samples from 1957 and 1976 reported modest
lingering effects for grown children whose parents divorced
before they were sixteen years of age (Kulka & Weingarten,
4
1979). Young adults, aged 21 to 34, reported being
significantly less likely to feel "very happy", an effect
not present in either the married or older respondents,
whereas the respondents from divorced families were more
report that they had felt an impending nervous
breakdown some time during their lives and that "bad things"
happen to them. They were also more likely to get divorced
themselves or to never marry, and they appeared to maintain
different values about the importance of marriage and
parenting.
Kulka & Weingarten (1979) also found that women from
divorced homes valued their marital roles less than women
from intact families, although the groups did not differ in
the extent to which they valued their roles either as
mothers (if they had children) or workers (if they were
employed) . In contrast, men whose parents had divorced did
not value their marriages less than men from intact homes,
but rather reported investing less in their parental roles
(Kulka & Weingarten, 1979)
.
Several other studies have indicated that adult
children from divorced homes are less likely to marry than
adult children from intact homes and, if they do marry, are
more likely to get divorced (Bumpass & Sweet, 1972; Glenn &
Shelton, 1983; Kobrin & Waite, 1984; Kulka & Weingarten,
1979; Landis, 1956; Mueller & Pope, 1977; Pope & Mueller,
1976) . Keith & Finlay (1988) combined national surveys
from
5
the years 1972 through 1983 and concluded that females whose
parents divorced before or during their adolescence have a
greater likelihood of being divorced; for males the
likelihood of ever marrying is lower, while the probability
of divorcing is only higher if they are from lower social
class backgrounds. It should be noted, however, that for
the respondents in these studies to have been old enough to
be married and divorced by the early 1980's, their parents
had to have divorced before divorce was a relatively common
occurence. These children may have suffered not only the
trauma of their parents' separating, but also the stigma of
coming from a broken home.
Children whose parents are divorced have directly
experienced the breakup of a relationship they are likely to
have depended upon and trusted; do they, then, have more
negative views of people and the world in general? There is
some evidence that immediately following a divorce, a
child's beliefs about the world, particularly about the
permanence of relationships, is shaken (Hess & Camera,
1979)
,
and children experience a heightened sense of their
own vulnerability (Wallerstein & Kelly, 1980). Are these
effects, apparent immediately post-divorce, still apparent
years later?
In an attempt to address the question of the long-term
impact of parental divorce on trust beliefs and perceptions
of self and others, Franklin, Janoff-Bulman, & Roberts
6
(1990) conducted two studies. In the first study, college-
aged children of divorce did not differ from other college-
aged students whose parents had not divorced on measures of
depression and basic assumptions about themselves and
others. Thus, any negative perceptions of the world or
people in general, if present immediately post-divorce,
appear to wane with the passage of time. Those whose
parents had divorced, however, were less optimistic about
the success of their own future marriages, and their
optimism/pessimism was best predicted by general assumptions
about the benevolence of people; for those whose parents had
not divorced, marital optimism was best predicted by their
own self-esteem. Further exploring this finding, the second
study viewed assumptions about the benevolence of people in
terms of a continuum of trust beliefs, which ranged from
generalized beliefs (i.e. beliefs about the benevolence of
people in general) to narrower trust beliefs, specifically
interpersonal trust of parents, best friend, dating partner,
and future marital partner. In this study, a sample of
college-aged children of divorce and a matched sample of
college students from intact homes did not differ in terms
of generalized trust or interpersonal trust not specifically
related to marriage. However, the college-aged children of
divorce reported less trust of their parents and a future
spouse and were less optimistic about marriage, but not
about future dating relationships. It appears, then, that
7
the long-term effects of divorce may be narrowly constrained
and involve changes in beliefs specifically related to
marriage.
Although it might seem that parental divorce has proven
detrimental to these now grown children, it can be argued
that they have found an optimal way of coping with their
experience. As in the case of other difficult life events,
children of divorce must assimilate their experience and
reshape their theories of the world and themselves so as to
be able to account for their experience (Epstein, 1980;
Janoff-Bulman, 1985, 1989) . By not overgeneralizing their
experience, but rather, at least over time, narrowly
confining its impact to beliefs about the most relevant life
event, marriage, these individuals may minimize the overall
impact of the negative divorce experience.
Given their experience with their parents' marital
breakup, it is not unreasonable for them to regard their own
marriages with greater caution and pessimism. For these
respondents divorce is more available as an event (Kahneman
and Tversky, 1974), and therefore more likely to be regarded
as a common or frequent occurrence. Further, the students'
beliefs about the success of their own hypothetical marriage
and trust of their future spouses were strongly associated
with their trust in their parents and their parents' trust
in each other (Franklin et al., 1990). The more trust one
had in one's mother and father, and the more trust believed
8
to exist between parents, the more optimistic one was about
one's spouse and one's marriage. Thus, for respondents who
had experienced parental divorce, their decreased trust of
parents and the decreased levels of trust they witnessed
between parents seem to have been directly related to their
own views of marriage. They have personally witnessed a
breakdown of trust between two people, and therefore are
highly aware of the dyadic structure of a marital
relationship (Franklin et al., 1990).
In these two studies, the decreased optimism and
decreased trust in a future spouse reported by college-aged
children of divorce did not appear to be an indication of
these students' negative self-assessments (i.e., their
perceptions of self-worth did not differ from the other
students)
,
but rather may have represented a relatively
realistic assessment of the dynamics of relationships.
Grown children of divorce are highly aware that some
marriages do end and that marriage is not a guarantee of
trust between partners (Franklin et al., 1990). With the
exception of a study by Fiala & Janoff-Bulman (1990), which
corroborates the finding that college-aged chi.ldren of
divorce are less optimistic about the success of their
marriage, studies of parental divorce evaluate the grown
children of divorce's willingness to divorce (Kulka &
Weingarten, 1979; Greenberg & Nay, 1982? Carson, Madison, &
Santrock, 1987) rather than measure the subjects' beliefs
9
about the l ikelihood of their divorcing. The former is a
reflection of the acceptability of divorce in general,
rather than an assessment of one's own optimism or pessimism
regarding one's own marriage.
Using national survey data of Australians aged 18 to
34, Amato (1988) compared respondents from divorced homes
with respondents from both intact homes and single parent
homes due to death; no differences between the groups on
attitudes toward the advantages or disadvantages of
marriage, living together, or singlehood emerged.
Respondents from divorced homes, however, did indicate that
although they valued marriage they were aware of its
limitations and were open to alternative situations (Amato,
1988) . Thus, Amato concluded that those who grew up in
divorced homes "held less idealized and romanticized views
of marriage" than those who grew up in non-divorced homes.
This finding concurs with reports from Wallerstein '
s
(Wallerstein & Blakeslee, 1989) longitudinal clinical study
of divorced parents and their children. These children of
divorce, most of whom are now adolescents or older, yearn
for romantic love, but feel particularly vulnerable in the
realm of marriage, even many years after the divorce
(Wallerstein & Blakeslee, 1989) . Young women, in
particular, repeatedly mention a sense of vulnerability and
the fear of being hurt by romantic relationships What,
then, is the meaning of the decreased optimism reported by
10
Is it an indication
these college-aged children of divorce?
of a belief that pertains only to one's own relationships or
to marital relationships in general? Does it reflect
perceived shortcomings in one's own ability to succeed in a
marital relationship, or the shortcomings of marital
relationships in general? Studies examining marital
expectations reveal numerous attempts to address the
relationship between marital status and reported happiness
or examine people's marital role expectations, but not the
extent to which individual's expect their own marriage to
succeed (Austrom & Hanel, 1985; Callan, 1986; Caplan, 1985;
Glenn & Weaver, 1988; Greenglass, 1985; Hiller & Philliber,
1986; Maxwell & Andress, 1982; Weeks & Botkin, 1987). Thus,
it remains unclear why, specifically, college-aged children
of divorce would feel significantly less optimistic about
their chances of marital success than college-aged children
from intact homes.
Social Psychological Perspectives of Vulnerability
Unrealistic Optimism
Optimism not only reflects expectations of success but
also one's sense of vulnerability to failure or misfortune.
The belief in one's own invulnerability derives from our
most fundamental assumptions about ourselves and our world
(Janoff-Bulman, 1975, 1979). There is considerable
empirical evidence that people (at least in our society)
11
maintain an illusion of invulnerability and underestimate
the probability of experiencing negative events (Perloff,
1983; Weinstein, 1980). This perception of invulnerability
reflects the belief that one is less vulnerable to
victimization relative to others. People view themselves as
less susceptible than the average person to diseases such as
cancer (Perloff, 1982; Weinstein, 1980), and less likely to
be victims of crime (Tyler, 1980; Weinstein, 1980, Note 5),
while college students indicate that they believe they will
be less likely to divorce in comparison to the typical
person their age (Perloff & Farbisz, 1985). Students, when
confronted with "insurance company longevity data", also
predicted that they would live ten years longer than the
actuarial average (Snyder, 1978)
.
The particular choice of "others" with whom one
compares oneself is one way of preserving this perception of
being uniquely invulnerable (Perloff & Fetzer, 1985)
.
Feelings about the self are derived in part by these
"comparison others" (Festinger, 1954; Wills, 1981).
Choosing to compare oneself with less fortunate others, who
are more at risk, rather than with those less at risk
(Wills, 1981)
,
helps maintain an illusion of
invulnerability. Downward comparisons may help increase
one's perception of personal control (Perloff, 1983; Wills,
1981) . Choosing to compare on a particular attribute only,
or selective evaluation, is another way one can feel good
12
about one's own situation relative to that of other people
(Taylor, Wood, & Lichtman, 1983).
Weinstein (1980) suggests that such "unrealistic
optimism" is produced by selecting an inappropriate standard
by which to compare oneself. The "other" by which one
measures oneself is "an unrealistic stereotype of a person
who does nothing to improve his or her chances or even
engages in counter-productive activity" (Weinstein, 1980) .
These stereotypes are produced by classifying people on the
basis of whether or not particular attributes resemble
features characteristic of the category. In employing this
"representative heuristic" (Kahneman & Tversky, 1973),
people conceptualize the prototypical person to whom a
particular misfortune would befall. If people do not see
themselves as sharing similar characteristics with this
stereotype, they assume the event cannot happen to them.
They fail to realize that few of the victims actually
resemble this stereotype (Weinstein, 1980)
.
Perceived Vulnerability Post-Victimization: Relevance to
Parental Divorce
Victimization shatters this illusion of invulnerability
(Janoff-Bulman, 1985, 1989). The victim is suddenly one of
the percentage of other people to whom bad things occur.
The victim feels vulnerable either because one now believes
there is evil in the world, or that bad events happen
13
randomly, or that somehow one is a bad person. A victim
experiences firsthand that bad things do happen. Victims,
therefore, often view themselves as powerless, weak, needy,
frightened, and lacking autonomy (Janoff-Bulman & Frieze,
1983) . Tyler (1980) found that after being victimized by a
crime, people feel more vulnerable to future criminal acts
than do nonvictims, while Weinstein (1980) noted that a
prior personal experience with a negative event forces
people to view their own chances of future victimizations as
greater than the average person's. Wallerstein (Wallerstein
& Blakeslee, 1989) contends that children of divorce "really
believe that lightning will strike twice in the same place;
people who have suffered one catastrophe almost inevitably
expect and fear a second."
Is this increased perception of vulnerability a
recognition that bad things happen or that bad things happen
only to the victim? Does victimization force an awareness
that negative events occur and that everyone is a potential
victim, or that the victim alone is vulnerable? If, as
previously suggested, victims are forced to reevaluate their
basic assumptions of the world and self after experiencing a
negative event (Janoff-Bulman & Frieze, 1983; etc.), it
appears that victims either now view the world more
negatively, thus making everyone susceptible to misfortune,
or themselves more negatively, concentrating misfortune on
themselves alone.
14
In order to accurately interpret the affective and
cognitive consequences of negative events such as parental
divorce, people's increased sense of vulnerability must be
placed in the appropriate context in comparison to others.
Perloff (1983) proposes two ways of distinguishing
vulnerability: "unique vulnerability", or regarding oneself
as highly vulnerable to an aversive event while
simultaneously viewing others as much less vulnerable? and
"universal vulnerability", or viewing both oneself and
others as increasingly, but also equally, vulnerable to
misfortune (see also Abramson, Seligman, & Teasdale, 1978
for a discussion of universal vs. personal helplessness) .
For example, after a mugging, a victim either recognizes
that muggings do happen and can happen to anyone (universal
vulnerability) or believes that although muggings occur it
is more likely to happen to the victim than to anyone else
(unique vulnerability) . Regarding parental divorce, to what
is the decreased optimism about marital success due? Is it
that college-aged children of divorce view marriages as more
fragile, in general, than do college-aged children from
intact homes, or is it that they believe they are unable to
succeed in a marital relationship due to personal factors
(e.g. no good role model, poor resolution skills, etc.)?
Present Study
In this study we hoped to examine more closely
decreased optimism in terms of universal versus unique
15
vulnerability. How does the expected success of one's own
marriage compare to that for others' marriages? Are there
differences in the expectations of college-aged children of
divorce and those from intact homes? Do college-aged
children of divorce view themselves as more personally
vulnerable due to their unigue experience, or did their
parents' divorce produce a more pessimistic perception of
marriage in general?
Having experienced one major negative event, do
children of divorce now feel more vulnerable to other
misfortunes as well? An examination of responses to
other negative life events (cancer, serious car accident)
and one positive (successful career) would determine the
extent to which vulnerability to divorce relates to other
perceived vulnerabilities. Do the long-term effects of
parental divorce affect only the grown child's perceived
vulnerability to divorce or does it affect the perceived
vulnerability to other events as well? By comparing the
parental divorce to parental intact respondents' perceptions
of vulnerability to these other events, we can determine if
college-aged children of divorce feel more vulnerable than
other college students.
Having determined the type of vulnerability with regard
to divorce (unigue vs. universal) , we then hope to determine
the factors contributing to this perception. Do children of
divorce perceive the causes of divorce differently than
16
those from intact homes? Do they also view the causes of
their own potential divorce differently? An analysis of
responses of important factors in avoiding marital problems,
how well respondents believe they incorporate these skills
and choose a spouse with good marital skills, could
determine these different perceptions of vulnerability.
Previous research on parental divorce and family
relations (Emery, 1982; Enos & Handal, 1986; Hetherington,
Cox, & Cox, 1976; Kelly & Wallerstein, 1976; Peterson &
Zill, 1986) has stressed the importance of differentiating
between parental divorce and the experience of high conflict
between one's parents regardless of marital status. In
exploratory analyses, Franklin et al. (1990) showed that
parental conflict appeared to be associated with greater
negative consequences than parental divorce alone; college-
aged respondents who experienced high conflict between their
parents held not only more negative marital beliefs, but
also more negative generalized beliefs about other people
and the world. A divorce that eventually eases the tension
between one ' s parents may decrease one ' s trust in parents
and one's optimism about marriage, but it may restore any
initially affected beliefs about the world and other people.
Repeated exposure to strain between parents, however,
represents a continuous process for those whose parents are
married or divorced. Thus, the present study also
attempted to address the impact of parental conflict versus
17
parental marital status on both the perceptions of
vulnerability and the expectations of marriage that may
contribute to this perception.
18
CHAPTER 2
METHOD
Subjects
A total of 565 University students were recruited from
psychology courses and received experimental credit for
their voluntary participation. Of the total sample, 160
respondents were male and 401 were female. Further, 121
respondents reported that their parents had been divorced;
this group constituted the Parental Divorce (PD) group.
Four hundred respondents defined the Intact family (IF)
group. All respondents had never been married and both
groups were comprised of approximately twice as many women
as men. The remaining 44 respondents were either from
widowed families (n=28) or families in which the parents
were presently separated but not yet divorced (n=16)
.
Procedure
Respondents were told that this study examined people's
perceptions of certain life events and relationships,
although they were not informed that parental divorce and
the probability of one's own divorce were the specific
variables of interest. Respondents received the
questionnaire in class, completed it at home, and then
returned it to the researcher the following class meeting.
The questionnaire contained several sections. The
first section included basic demographic questions (gender,
19
age, graduating, class, religion, race, and marital status)
and items to assess the quality of the respondents'
relationships with others (Hazan & Shaver, 1987)
. This
scale was included to rule out the possibility that any
differences due to parental status could not be explained as
well by attachment style (i.e., relationship style). The
next section included the measures of the respondents'
perceived vulnerability to various life events and their
perceptions of marriage. The order of the life events was
randomized with the perceptions of marriage scales always
following the divorce items. This was done so that
perceptions of marriage were always immediately preceded by
the contemplation of the vulnerability in relationships,
rather than vulnerability to illness or accident.
The final section contained more demographic variables
and the scales assessing the level of conflict within the
family. Upon completion of the questionnaire, respondents
were thoroughly debriefed as to the intent of the study.
Questionnaire
Vulnerability to Divorce
Following Perloff's procedure (Perloff & Fetzer, 1986),
vulnerability to an event was assessed by the respondents
indicating both the probability and the likelihood of
divorce occurring to themselves and others. On a scale of 0
to 10, respondents first indicated the proportion of people
20
probability that
in the United States who would divorce, the
they themselves would divorce, and the probability that
children of divorce (as a group) would divorce. Next
respondents indicated the likelihood these events would
occur on a 7-point scale with endpoints "extremely unlikely"
and "extremely likely." Respondents rated the likelihoods
for themselves, other college students, and college-aged
students whose parents had divorced. In order to interpret
properly the likelihood of themselves divorcing, respondents
also reported the likelihood they would marry. Next, on a
7-point scale of l=never, 7=very often they indicated the
extent to which each of the targets (i.e. self, other
college students, college-aged children of divorce) worried
about divorcing. Finally, respondents rated the extent to
which they believed divorce was controllable (l=extremely
uncontrollable, 7=extremely controllable)
Vulnerability to Other Life Events
The above procedure was then replicated for the other
three life events: cancer, car accident, and successful
career. First the probability of the event's occurrence was
assessed for both the self and others, then the likelihood,
the extent to which the targets worry about the event, and
finally the extent to which the event is controllable. Car
accident and successful career only compared the self to
other college students, whereas cancer, like divorce,
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a parent
included a third target, college students who had
with cancer.
Perceptions of Marriaap.
Perceptions of marriage was assessed several ways: the
respondents' views of marriage in general, an indication of
those items that contribute to a successful marriage, an
assessment of themselves in the marital relationship, and
the attributes of their hypothetical spouses.
Views of Marriage . Using a 7-point scale with
endpoints "strongly disagree" and "strongly agree",
respondents indicated their agreement with 16 separate
items. The various views of marriage included "Marriage is
exciting," "Marriage is an equal partnership," "Not all
marital problems can be solved, even with time and effort,"
and "It is unrealistic to expect marriages to last a
lifetime.
"
Success in Marriage . Respondents indicated the
importance of fifteen items in determining the success of
marriages in general on a 7-point scale (l=extremely
unimportant, 7=extremely important) . Items included
"Resolving conflicts constructively," "Developing close
relationships with partner's family," "Knowing how to
listen," and "Supporting partner's career."
Self in Marriage . Respondents then indicated how
strongly they agreed (l=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree)
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that they would be successful at each of the items listed
under Success in Marriage. Whereas before they reported,
for example, the importance of "Confiding in one's partner,"
now they stated their own ability to "Confide in my partner"
in marriage. Other examples include, "Listen to my
partner," "Recognize my partner's needs," and "Support my
partner's career."
Spouse in Marriage. Again using the same items from
the Success in Marriage and Self in Marriage, respondents
now indicated how strongly they agreed (l=strongly disagree,
7=strongly agree) that they would choose a partner who would
have each of the listed attributes. Examples included a
partner who "Recognizes my needs," "Completely loves me,"
and "Is considerate to my friends."
Attachment Style
This scale was based on a revised version of Hazan and
Shaver's (1987) Attachment scale. This scale was included
to determine whether any differences in perceptions of
marriage were due to differences in relationship style
between the groups. The original 13-item scale was derived
from separate statements from in Hazan & Shaver's prototype
paragraph descriptions for each attachment style: Comfort
with Closeness, Concern about Insufficient Closeness, and
Discomfort with Closeness. Following Fiala and Janoff-
Bulman's (1990) procedure, only 11 of the items were used in
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the present study. 1 Their study also produced three factors
(Secure, Anxious/Ambivalent
,
and Avoidant) that corresponded
with Hazan and Shaver's (1987) factors.
Respondents rated the extent of their agreement with
such statements as "I find it easy to trust others"
(Secure)
,
"I find that other people don't want to get as
close as I would like" (Anxious/Ambivalent) and "I feel
uncomfortable being close to others" (Avoidant) on 6-point
scales with endpoints "disagree strongly" and "agree
strongly.
"
A factor analysis on these items, using oblimin
rotation, produced three factors (Secure, Anxious, Avoidant)
accounting for 28.8%, 13.3%, and 7.6% of the variance. The
reliabilities for these were .70, .58, and .46 respectively.
Although Anxious and Avoidant were not as reliable as
previously reported (Fiala & Janoff-Bulman, 1990)
,
Secure
was slightly higher.
Family Background and Conflict
The demographics in the final section of the
questionnaire consisted of questions regarding the number
and ages of siblings, the geographic area where the
respondent grew up (urban vs. rural etc.), and whether the
respondent, a close member of the respondent's family, or a
close friend had ever had cancer or had been in a car
accident resulting in serious injury.
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Respondents then indicated their relationship with each
parent and the parents' relationship to each other.
Included were items concerning parental divorce: custodial
parent, respondent's age at time of the divorce, whether
either parent remarried, and the relationship to the step-
parent. Parental education and income were also included.
Parental conflict was then assessed. First,
respondents indicated on 5-point scales (0=never, 4=all of)
the extent to which several statements described the
relationship between the respondents and their mothers, the
respondents and their fathers, and the parents' relationship
with each other. Items included "Each generally felt loved
by the other," "Each person truly cared for the other
person's welfare," and "Each often felt the other blamed him
or her for the problems between them."
The items were then summed into three separate scales.
All three relationship scales showed good reliability: for
Self and Mother Cronbach's alpha equaled .93, for Self and
Father the alpha was .95, and for the relationship between
the parents alpha was .96.
Respondents then indicated how much conflict they
recalled in their parents' relationship while growing up
(single item, 5-point scale with endpoints "not at all" and
"extremely") . Respondents then indicated how often their
parents argued. Using 9 issues from Peterson and Zill's
(1986) National Survey of Children, respondents reported how
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frequently (l=never, 4=often) their parents argued over
items such as money, in-laws, or the children. Respondents
then indicated how often these fights became physical and
whether or not either of their parents was ever bruised or
badly cut as a result of one of these fights. Summing the 9
argument issues into a single scale, the reliability of how
often parents argued was .72.
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CHAPTER 3
RESULTS
Parents' Marital Status
Before comparing the parental divorce (PD) group with
the intact family group (IF) on the variables of interest,
the demographic variables were analyzed to determine if
there were any pre-existing differences in their
backgrounds. Analyses indicated no differences in the
number of siblings, the type of area where one grew up,
relationship with mother, parental education, or familiarity
with anyone who had experienced cancer or car accident.
Subjects from divorced homes, however, did indicate a
significantly worse relationship with their fathers (single
item; 1.82 vs. 2.96, t (510) =-7 . 52
,
p<.001) and a lower
parental income than did those from intact homes (4.02 vs.
5.83, t (491) =-8 . 68
,
pc.OOl). A 2x2 (gender by parents'
marital status) MANOVA on the three attachment scales failed
to find any differences in attachment style.
Vulnerability to Divorce
In order to determine whether respondents' perceptions
of their vulnerability to divorce differed based on their
parents' marital status, a 2x2 (gender by parents' marital
status) MANOVA was performed on all of the divorce items .
A significant main effect for parental marital status was
found (F=5 .31, p<.001). Respondents indicated no
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differences in their perception of the proportion of people
in the United States who would divorce (general divorce
rate)
,
but differed in their beliefs regarding their own
vulnerability and the vulnerability of children of divorce
(see Table 1). As in previous studies (Franklin et al.,
1990; Fiala & Janoff-Bulman, 1990), both groups reported
that they are equally likely to marry, but those in the PD
group felt that their marriages were less likely to last
(2.98 vs. 2.37, F ( 1 , 507 ) =15 . 55
,
p<.001). College-aged
children of divorce also indicated that they worry more
about divorcing (3.40 vs. 2.67, F(l,507)=20.42, p<.001) than
did their counterparts from intact homes. The IF
respondents, however, indicated that they thought children
of divorce were significantly more likely to divorce than
did the children of divorce themselves (4.57 vs. 4.90,
F ( 1 , 507 ) =5 .31, p< . 05)
.
Ignoring marital status, a main effect for gender was
produced. Women were more likely to indicate the intention
to marry (6.31 vs. 5.86, F(l,507)=5.70, p<.05), more likely
to worry about the possibility of divorcing (2.95 vs. 2.51,
F(l, 507) =4 . 86, p< . 05) , to perceive children of divorce as
worrying about divorcing (4.95 vs. 4. 63, F (1, 507) =5 . 57
,
p< . 05) , and to indicate a higher proportion of people in the
United States as divorcing (5.48 vs. 5.25, F(l,507)=10.16,
p< . 005) than were men.
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Tablel
- Maal^alHa^
ED 1Z
General Divorce Rate
5.25 5.48
Likelihood of Marrying 5.97 6.23
Divorce-Self
2.98 2.37****
Divorce-Other Students 4.81 4.73
Divorce-Child of Divorce 4.57 4.90*
Worry-Self
•
3.40 2.67****
Worry-Other Students 3.50 3.33
Worry-Child of Divorce 4.67 - 4.91
Controllability 4.87 5.13
* p< . 05
*** p< . 005
** p< . 01
**** p<.001
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Analyses were performed comparing the likelihood and
worry ratings within each group. The subjects from intact
homes rated themselves as least vulnerable to divorce, (i. e
least likely) when compared to other college students ( 2.37
vs. 4.73, t ( 395) =-31
. 98
,
pc.OOl) and children of divorce
(2.37 vs. 4.90, t ( 395) =-31
. 02
,
pc.OOl). As shown in Figure
1
,
they also saw children of divorce as more likely to
divorce than other students ( 4.73 vs. 4.90, t (395) =- 3 . 41
,
pc.OOl). As also seen in Figure 1, although children of
divorce rated themselves as significantly more likely to
divorce when compared to the IF group, they too saw
themselves as less vulnerable to divorce than either of the
other two groups: other college students (2.96 vs. 4.82,
t (119) =-12 . 98
,
pc.OOl) and children of divorce (2.96 vs.
4.59, t (119)=-10.95, pc.OOl). They did not, however, rate
other children of divorce any differently than they rated
other college students in likelihood of divorce.
Figure 2 presents each group's rating of the extent to
which the three targets worry about divorcing. Both groups
considered children of divorce most likely to worry, and
although respondents in the PD group viewed themselves as
worrying less than other children of divorce (3.41 vs. 4.70,
t ( 120) =-10 . 80
,
pc.OOl), they believed they worried just as
much as other college students (3.41 vs. 3.51, t(119)=-.82,
n. s. ) . Respondents in the IF group also believed that they
worried less than children of divorce (2.65 vs. 4.91,
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Marital Status
Parents' Divorced Parents' Married
Figure 1. Divorce Likelihood Ratings by Parents' Marital
Status
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Figure 2. Divorce Worry Ratings by Parents' Marital Status
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they worried less
t ( 395) — 28.88, pc.OOl), but also felt that
than other college students (2.65 vs. 3.33, t (395)=-lo. 69
p< .001) . They indicated that other students, however,
worried less than children of divorce ( 3.33 vs. 4.91
t (395) =-27
. 55
,
pc.OOl)
.
In keeping with several issues prevalent in the divorce
literature, the MANOVA analyses were rerun for the PD group
only using gender and age at time of divorce as independent
variables.
There were no significant differences between males and
females in the PD group in their perceptions of divorce.
Their perceptions of vulnerability in relation to other
students and other children of divorce mimic those found in
the PD group as a whole.
Age at time of divorce was divided into three
categories: ages 1-5 (n=46)
,
6-11 (n=30)
,
and 12-19 (n=40) .
Four individuals were older than 19 at the time of their
parents' divorce and were excluded from these analyses
because the group size was too small to be significant. As
with gender, there were no significant differences due to
age on the likelihood ratings for divorce. Despite their
age, each group viewed itself as least likely to divorce;
all three groups do not differentiate between the likelihood
of a child of divorce divorcing from that of other students.
In contrast, however, all agreed that children of divorce
worry more about divorcing than anyone else (age 1: 4.87
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VS. 3.65 t (45) 8.18, pc.OOl, 4.87 vs. 3.39, t(45)=-7.03,
p< . 001 ; age 2: 4.50 vs. 3.50, t(29)=-4.26, p<.001, 4.50 vs.
3.20, t (29) =-5
. 52
,
p<.001; age 3: 4.62 vs. 3.37, t(40)=-
8.22, pc.OOl, 4.67 vs. 3.62, t(41)=-5.71, pc.OOl). 3
Vulnerability to Other Life Events
2x2 (gender by parents' marital status) MANOVAs
performed separately on the negative events cancer and car
accident and the positive outcome of having a successful
career, found no significant differences due to parental
marital status. Thus, respondents from the PD and IF groups
similarly viewed the likelihood of these events and the
extent to which either they or other students worried about
them.
Significant gender main effects for cancer
(F(l,507) =4 . 67
,
pc.OOl) and car accident (F ( 1 , 509) =2 . 95
,
pc. 005) were noted. Women reported a higher likelihood and
worry ratings for all of the cancer items regardless of the
target. They indicated a higher general car accident rate
(5.28 vs. 4.63; F ( 1 , 509) =3 . 85 , pc. 05), and although they
reported worrying about being in a serious car accident
(4.03 vs. 3.34; F ( 1 , 509 ) =9 . 47 , pc. 005) they felt it was more
likely to happen to other students than did men (4.92 vs.
4.70;F(1,509)=6.07, pC.05).
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Perceptions of Marriage
In order to examine specifically the perceptions of
marriage that may contribute to the differences in the
divorce likelihoods between the PD and IF groups, 2x2
(gender by parental marital status) MANOVAs were performed
on the items comprising the views of marriage, then
those contributing to success in marriage, how respondents
would perform in marriage, and finally on the type of spouse
they would choose. Significant main effects due to marital
status were found on views of marriage (F( 1,491) =1.77,
p< . 05 ) , success in marriage (F(l, 509)=2 . 36, p<.005), and
self in marriage (F (1 , 506) =2 . 13
,
p<.01), but not spouse in
marriage. Tables 2 through 5 present the means for these
results
.
Children of divorce were more likely to endorse the
belief that it is unrealistic to expect marriages to last a
lifetime (2.65 vs. 2.17; F ( 1 , 491) =8 . 06 , p<.005) and that it
is inevitable that people will change over time and marriage
cannot always accommodate these changes (4.73 vs. 4.33;
F ( 1 , 491) =5 . 45 , p< . 05) . Children from married homes believed
more than the PD group that people's own marriages often
seem to resemble their parents' marriage (4.05 vs. 4.55;
F( 1,491) =7. 88, p< . 005) and that marriages break up because
people don't try hard enough to save the marriage (3.90 vs.
4.23; F ( 1 , 491) =5 . 13 , p<.05).
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Table 2. Mean Values for vl«v* nf w»rr1
-i- v-y n rrpt •Marital statn ?
People's own marriages often seem to
resemble their parents' marriage
Not all marital problems can be solved
even with time and effort
It is unrealistic to expect marriages
to last a lifetime
To be happy, people need to be married
A good example of a loving relationship is
necessary for a good marriage
Marriage is stifling
Over time married people naturally
grow apart
Marriage is an equal partnership
Both partners should have interests
outside the marriage
People change over time, and marriage
cannot always accommodate these changes
Two people can never be equally committed
to a marriage
Marriage i6 exciting
Marriages breakup because people don't
try hard enough to save the marriage
An unsatisfactory marriage is better than
no marriage at all
Both partners should be interested in the
same things
Every marriage, no matter how good, has its
ups and downs
IB II
4.05 4.55***
4.69 4.64
2.65 2.17***
2.16 2.25
4.78 5.00
2.57 2.44
2.69 2.45
6.27 6.39
6.23 6.10
4.73 4.33*
2.22 2.01
5.41 5.62
3.90 4.23*
1.46 1.46
3.70 3.66
6.59 6.51
* pc. 05 ** pc. 01
*** pc. 005 **** pc. 001
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Table 3>
—
an Values for Success in Marriage bv Parent*'
Marital Status
Confiding in one's partner
Being independent, self-sufficient
De
«»
1
?
pin
? close relationships withpartner's family
Resolving conflicts constructively
Trusting a partner
Recognizing a partner's needs
Knowing how to listen
Staying physically attractive to
one's partner
Communicating openly, talk about
troubling issues
Compromising with one's partner
Paying attention to partner's sexual needs
Working hard when things in the marriaqe
are difficult
Supporting partner's career
Being considerate to partner's friends
Completely loving one's partner
* p< . 05
*** p< . 005
** p<.01
**** p<.001
EC
6.62
5.67
4.84
6.40
6.75
6.72
6.67
5.66
6.63
6.24
6.39
6.60
6.37
5.59
6.53
II
6.65
5.50
5 . 09 *
6.37
6.85
6.69
6.73
5.47
6.72
6 . 39 *
6.18
6.55
6.31
5.64
6.64
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Table 4. Mean Values for Self in Marriage bv Parents'
Marital statu?;
EJ2 If
confide in my partner 6.48 6.55
be independent, self-sufficient 6.01 5.88
develop a close relationship with mypartner's family 1 5.44 5.63*
resolve conflicts constructively 6.31 6.32
recognize my partner's needs 6.45 6.53
trust my partner 6.46 6.64*
listen to my partner 6.66 6.76*
stay physically attractive to my partner 6.18 6.02
communicate openly about troubling issues 6.39 6.44
compromise with my partner 6.23 6.36
pay attention to my partner's sexual needs 6.45 6.41
work hard when things in the marriage 6.53 6.58
are difficult
support my partner's career 6.49 6.38
be considerate to my partner's friends 5.86 5.81
completely love my partner 6.66 6.70
* p<. 05
*** pc. 005
**
****
pc. 01
pc. 001
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“”“"1Cat“ °Pe" llf *b°« troubling lssuea
ED 11
recognizes my needs 0.40 6.43
confides in me 6.54 6.51
relatl°nahlp with
6.52
5.46
6.70
5.60
independent, self-SUff
i
cient
trusts me 6.05 5.97
works hard at the marriage
6.76 6.81
stays physically attractive
6.57 6.66
completely loves me
5.89 5.80
is considerate to my friends
6.60 6.70
Pays attention to my sexual needs
5.80 5.88
listens to me
6.46 6.33
compromises with me
6.68 6.74
supports my career
6.49 6.49
6.50 6.40
* p< • 05
*** P< . 005
** P<.01
**** p<.001
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When considering what contributes to a successful
marriage (see Table 3)
,
the IF group considered it more
important than the PD group to be close to the partner's
family (4.84 vs. 5.09; F ( 1 , 509) =3 . 81
,
p<.052) and to
compromise with one's partner (6.24 vs. 6.39; F ( 1 , 509)
=
3 . 84
,
p< . 051) . Those from intact homes were also more likely to
see themselves forming a close relationship with their
partner's family (see Table 4; 5.44 vs. 5.63; F ( 1 , 506) =3 . 92
,
p< . 05) , and trusting (6.46 vs. 6.64; F ( 1 , 506) =6 . 56
,
pc. 05)
and listening (6.66 vs. 6.76; F (1, 506) =4 . 89
,
pc. 05) to their
partner.
Significant gender main effects were found for all four
perceptions of marriage: views, success, self, and spouse.
Women were more likely to agree that it is important to have
interests outside the marriage (6.23 vs. 4.65,
F (1 , 491) =4 . 32
,
pc. 05), that all marriages have their ups and
downs (6.57 vs. 6.42, F ( 1 , 491) =4 . 51 , pc. 05), and that
marriage is exciting (5.69 vs. 5.28, F ( 1 , 491) =8 . 56 , pc. 005).
Men, on the other hand, were more likely to endorse the
notion that to be happy people need to be married (2.56 vs.
2.08, F ( 1 , 491) =5 . 46 , pc.05), that both partners should be
interested in the same things (4.00 vs. 3.53,
F(l,491)=10.00, pc. 005), that an unsatisfactory marriage is
better than none (1.72 vs. 1.35, F
(
1 , 491) =24 . 17 , pc. 001),
marriage is stifling (2.99 vs. 2.26, F ( 1 , 491) =19 . 73 , pc. 001
40
) , and that over time married people naturally grow apart
(2.74 vs. 2.41, F ( 1 , 491) =5 . 38
,
p<.05).
Females were more likely to feel that for a successful
it is important to confide in one's partner (6.72
vs. 6.43, F ( 1 , 509 ) =10 . 4 5 , p<.001), to be independent (5.76
vs. 4.96, F(l, 509) =62 . 35, p<.001), to handle conflicts
constructively (5.08 vs. 4.91, F(l, 509) =13 . 76
,
pc.OOl), and
to work hard at the relationship when things are difficult
(6.64 vs. 6.36, F ( 1 , 509 ) =8 . 87 , p<.005). They also felt it
is important to trust their partner (6.90 vs. 6.13,
F(l,509)=17 .91, p<.001), to listen (6.79 vs. 6.54,
F (1, 509) =18 . 53
,
p< .001) and to communicate openly (6.79 vs.
6.47, F ( 1 , 509 ) =20 . 15 , pc.OOl), to compromise (6.43 vs. 6.18,
F ( 1 , 509 ) =9 . 29 , p< . 005) , to recognize their partner's needs
(6.75 vs. 6.57, F ( 1 , 509 ) =7 . 64 , p<.01) and to support their
careers (6.44 vs. 6.04, F (1 , 509) =17 . 72
,
pc.OOl). Females
from divorced families most highly endorsed the need to be
independent (6.14 vs. 4.54, F(l,509)=14.45, pc.OOl).
Females were significantly more likely to agree with
all of the statement about how they will be in marriage than
men, except for completely loving their partner. Females
were also significantly more likely than men to perceive
their hypothetical spouses as skilled in everything expect
for staying physically attractive for their partner,
communicating openly, and paying attention to the partner's
sexual needs.
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Conflict
When analyzing the level of conflict within the PD and
IF families, a 2x2 (gender by parents' marital status)
MANOVA found no significant differences in the quality of
the relationships reported between the respondents and
either of their parents. Respondents in the PD group,
however, reported a significantly poorer relationship
between their parents (29.18 vs. 42.60, F(l,427)=93.05,
p<.001) and more arguing (20.86 vs. 17.21, F ( 1 , 427 ) =40 . 46
,
p< . 001) than those in the IF group. This increased fighting
was also accompanied by more physical fighting (1.62 vs.
1.22, F(l,427)=21.98, pc.OOl) that more often resulted in
one of the parent's being bruised (.14 vs. .04, F(l,
427 ) =5 . 84
,
p< . 05) . Univariate analyses indicated that those
respondents whose parents remained married were rated as
significantly more positive on all of the relationship
items. A significant gender main effect revealed that males
specifically rated their parents higher on their ability to
discuss both the good and bad aspects of their relationship
(2.72 vs. 2.53, F ( 1 , 477 ) =4 . 26 , p<.05), the extent to which
they praised each other (2.45 vs. 2.31, F(l,477)=5.49,
p< . 05) , and their ability to have interests outside the
relationship (2.52 vs. 2.39, F (1, 477) =6 . 01, p<.05).
The IF and PD groups did not differ in the extent to
which they argued over religion, leisure time, or in-laws,
although divorced parents were reported to fight
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significantly more over chores (2.61 vs. 2.33,
F (1, 494) =8 . 75, p<.005), the children (2.82 vs. 2.39,
F(l,494)=13. 18, p<.001), money (3.18 vs. 2.50,
F(l,494)=30.57, p<.001), showing affection to each other
(2.07 vs. 1.75, F ( 1 , 494 ) =9 . 64
,
p<.005), drinking or drug use
(1.90 vs. 1.45, F ( 1 , 494 ) =20 . 71
, p<.001), and other men or
women (1.90 vs. 1.23, F ( 1 , 494 ) =57 . 76
,
pc. 001).
Parental Conflict
Previous research has indicated that a child's
psychological adjustment and satisfaction is better
explained by the effects of perceived conflict within the
family than the more objective parents' marital status (Enos
& Handal, 1986) . A single item in the last section of the
survey asked respondents to indicate on a five point scale
how much conflict they recalled in their parents'
relationship while the respondents were growing up. Three
groups were then denoted low conflict (0 or 1, n=241) ,
medium conflict (2, n=149) and high conflict (3 or 4,
n=119) . The distribution of conflict groups by parental
marital status was: for those whose parents had divorced,
high=57, medium=24, and low=26; for those whose parents were
married, high=51, medium=117, and low=204. To test the
validity of dividing the groups in this manner, a MANOVA was
performed on the separate parental relationship items and
the various issues over which the parents fought. A
43
significant conflict main effect (F=872, p<.001) was found.
The three groups varied on all the issues except fighting
over religion. Newman-Keuls analyses indicated that in each
case the three groups significantly differed from each other
(high conflict parents fought more than medium conflict who
fought more than low conflict)
,
except for fighting over
leisure time in which there was no difference between the
medium and high groups, and whether a fight resulted in a
parent getting bruised, for which there was no difference
between the low and the medium. In rating the quality of
the parents' relationship, in all cases low conflict parents
had a significantly better relationship than the medium
conflict couples, who in turn had a better relationship than
the high conflict parents.
The relationship between the parents is not the only
one to suffer, however. Respondents indicated a
significantly poorer relationship with both parents the
greater the conflict between the parents; those from a high
conflict home had a significantly poorer relationship with
their mother than the low conflict respondents (48.32 vs.
43.27 vs. 40.87; F ( 2 , 457 ) =8 . 40 , p<.001) and as the conflict
increased all three groups significantly differed from each
other in their relationship with their father (45.63 vs.
39.17 vs. 34.46; F ( 2 , 457 ) =17 . 32 , p<.001). High conflict
respondents indicated a poorer relationship with their
mother on every item listed except for believing that each
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truly cared for the other's welfare. Children from high
conflict homes reported a significantly more negative
relationship with their fathers on all sixteen items.
Respondents from high conflict homes appeared to be
less securely attached in their relationships than those
from low conflict homes (19.06 vs. 20.48; F (2 , 506) =4 . 41,
p< . 05) . An examination of the demographic variables
indicated that the groups only differed in the parental
income they reported; low and medium conflict respondents
claimed a significantly higher income than the high conflict
families (5.83 vs. 5.62 vs. 4.09, F (2 , 490) =33 . 90
,
pc. 001).
Vulnerability to Divorce
A 2x3 (gender by parental conflict) MANOVA indicated a
significant conflict main effect (F (2 , 500) =3 . 00
,
pc. 001).
Univariate analyses revealed that high conflict respondents
estimated a significantly higher divorce rate in the United
States than either the low or medium conflict groups (5.91
vs. 5.39 vs. 5.25, F (2 , 500) =5 . 46 , pc. 005); they also
reported that it was significantly more likely that they
themselves would divorce than the low conflict respondents
(2.74 vs. 2.33; F (2 , 500) =3 . 08 , pc. 05). Further, high
conflict respondents also expressed a marginally significant
lower likelihood of marrying in comparison to both the
medium and low conflict groups (5.85 vs. 6.17 vs. 6.36;
F (2 , 500) =2 . 87 , pc. 058). The greater the conflict in the
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family, the greater the worry about divorcing. Compared to
low and medium conflict respondents, the high conflict ones
worried more about the possibility of divorcing (3.36 vs.
2.94 vs. 2.52; F (2 , 500) =9 . 10
,
p<.001). Table 6 presents the
means for these results.
The groups also differed in their perceptions of
vulnerability to divorce and the extent to which they worry
in comparison to other students and children of divorce. As
shown in Figure 3, all three groups saw themselves as least
likely to divorce. The low conflict group saw children of
divorce as most vulnerable (4.89 vs. 2.33, t (244 ) =-26 . 02
,
p<.001? 4.89 vs. 4.67, t (245) =-3 . 02
,
p<.005), while the
medium (4.91 vs. 2.58 t ( 148) =-16 . 55
,
p<.001; 4.91 vs. 4.70,
t ( 148 ) =-2 . 55
,
n.s.) and high conflict groups (4.62 vs. 2.73,
t
(
117 ) =-12 . 96 , p<.001; 4.62 VS. 4.83, t(117)=1.98, n.s)
considered them no more likely to divorce than other
students. All agreed that they worried less than children
of divorce (Figure 4) ; those in the low and medium groups
believed that they themselves worry less than even other
students (low: 2.53 vs. 3.24, t (245) =-8 . 80 , p<.001;
medium: 2 . 94 vs. 3.42, t (148) =-4 . 53 , p<.001), whereas the
high conflict respondents indicated they worry as much as
other college students (3.36 vs. 3.55, t ( 116) =-l . 56 , n.s).
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Table 6. Mean Values for Divorce Items bv Parental
Conflict
General Divorce Rate
Likelihood of Marrying
Divorce-Self
Divorce-Other Students
Divorce-Child of Divorce
Worry-Self
Worry-Other Students
Worry-Child of Divorce
Controllability
High Medium LOW
5.91 5.39*** 5.25***
5.85 6.17 6.36*
2.74 2.58 2.33*
4.82 4.71 4.68
4.60 4.91 4.90
3.36 2.94**** 2.52****®
3.55 3.42 3.24*
4.86 4.80 4.93
5.15 5.06 5.02
All significance levels are made in comparison to the high conflict group.
* pc. 05
*** pc. 005
#=signif icant
** pc. 01
**** pc. 001
difference with medium group
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Figure 3. Divorce Likelihood Ratings by Parental Conflict
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Figure 4. Divorce Worry Ratings by Parental Conflict
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Vulnerability to Other Life Events
As with the analyses by parents' marital status, 2x3
(gender by parental conflict) MANOVAs failed to find any
significant effects for either cancer, serious car accident,
or successful career.
Perceptions of Marriage
When comparing the perceptions of marriage for
differences across conflict groups, significant differences
emerged. Main effects for conflict on Views of Marriage
( F ( 2 , 484 ) =1 . 56 , p<.05), Success in Marriage (F (2 , 503 ) =1. 12
,
p< . 05) , Self in Marriage (F (2 , 499) =1 . 70
,
p<.05), and Spouse
in Marriage (F (2 , 502 ) =2 . 29
,
p<.001) were found. These
results are presented in Tables 7 to 10. Respondents from
low conflict families agreed more with the idea that one's
own marriage often resembles one's parents (4.24 vs. 4.31
vs. 4.65; F (2, 484) =5. 49, p<.005) and that marriage is
exciting (5.36 vs. 5.50 vs. 5.81; F(2 , 484) =3 . 42 , p<.05) than
did the medium or high conflict respondents (see Table 7) .
The low conflict respondents more often endorsed the belief
that an unsatisfactory marriage is better than no marriage
at all (1.27 vs. 1.53; F (2 , 484) =7 . 51, p<.001) than did the
medium conflict respondents. Both the high and medium
groups were more likely to believe that it is unrealistic to
expect marriages to last a lifetime (2.54 vs. 2.39 vs. 2.00,
F ( 2 , 484 ) =3 . 63 , p<.05).
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Table 7
- Mean Values for Views o f Marrisno by P.r.n^i
Conflict
High MgdlUfl Low
People's own marriages often seem to
resemble their parents' marriage
4.24 4.31 4.65***?
Not all marital problems can be solved,
even with time and effort
4.68 4.62 4.65
It is unrealistic to expect marriages
to last a lifetime
2.54 2.39 2.00*?
To be happy, people need to be married 2.19 2.33 2.17
A good example of a loving relationship is
necessary for a good marriage
4.66 5.15 5.00
Marriage is stifling 2.38 2.56 2.27
Over time married people naturally
grow apart
2.56 2.56 2.23
Marriage is an equal partnership 6.29 6.29 6.39
Both partners should have interests
outside the marriage
6.24 6.08 6.09
People change over time, and marriage
cannot always accommodate these changes
4.57 4.46 4.22
Two people can never be equally committed
to a marriage
2.17 2.09 1.93
Marriage is exciting 5.36 5.50 5.81*?
Marriages breakup because people don't
try hard enough to save the marriage
4.02 4.22 4.20
An unsatisfactory marriage is better than
no marriage at all
1.45 1.27 1.53????
Both partners should be interested in the
same things
3.67 3.64 3.65
Every marriage, no matter how good, has its
ups and downs
6.62 6.54 6.50
All significance levels are made in comparison to the high conf 1 ict group.
* pc. 05 ** pc. 01
*** pc. 005 **** pc. 001
?=signif icant difference with medium group
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When indicating which items were important for a
successful marriage, compared with the medium and high
conflict respondents, low conflict respondents more strongly
agreed that it is important to develop close relationships
with the partner's family (4.80 vs. 4.86 vs. 5.18;
F ( 2 , 503 ) —5 . 51 , p< . 005) . Low conflict respondents were also
more likely to see themselves developing these close
relationships than did those in the medium conflict group
(5.75 vs. 5.36; F (2 , 499) =4 . 87
,
p<.01) and also agreed more
strongly that they would compromise with their partner (6.49
vs. 6.35; F(2 , 499) =3 . 09
,
p<.05). Again in comparison to the
medium conflict group, those in the low conflict more
strongly agreed that they would choose a spouse who confides
in them (6.74 vs. 6.55; F (2 , 502) =3 . 35
,
p<.05) and who
completely loves them (6.78 vs. 6.52; F ( 2 , 502 ) =4 . 09
,
pc. 005). This hypothetical partner would also be more
likely to develop a close relationship with the respondents'
family than the partner described by either the medium or
high conflict respondents (5.24 vs. 5.37 vs. 5.83;
F (2 , 502 ) =9 . 46 , PC. 001).
It appeared that the results based on parental marital
status and those for parental conflict were fairly similar
regarding likelihood of divorcing and perceptions of
marriage. In order to determine further the impact of
parental conflict vs. marital status, we next examined the
levels of conflict within the IF and PD groups separately.
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Table 8 * Mean Values for Success in Marriage bv Parent*!
Conflict:
Ulan fctedlVffl Low
Confiding in one's partner 6.61 6.64 6.64
Being independent, self-sufficient 5.61 5.51 5.52
Developing close relationships with
partner's family
4.80 4.86 5.18***
Resolving conflicts constructively 6.50 6.28 6.37
Trusting a partner 6.91 6.78 6.83
Recognizing a partner's needs 6.76 6.64 6.68
Knowing how to listen 6.75 6.68 6.73
Staying physically attractive to
one's partner
5.56 5.36 5.49
Communicating openly, talk about
troubling issues
6.68 6.69 6.71
Compromising with one's partner 6.30 6.32 6.39
Paying attention to partner's sexual needs 6.29 6.13 6.19
Working hard when things in the marriage
are difficult
6.54 6.57 6.57
Supporting partner's career 6.37 6.26 6.37
Being considerate to partner's friends 5.68 5.52 5.62
Completely loving one's partner 6.65 6.47 6.71
All significance levels are made in comparison to the high conflict group.
* pc. 05 ** pc. 01
*** pc. 005 **** pc. 001
@=signif icant difference with medium group
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Table 9.
confide in my partner
be independent, self-sufficient
de
p«S.M1?“il"1,,tionship “lth -y
resolve conflicts constructively
recognize ay partner's needs
trust my partner
listen to my partner
stay physically attractive to my partner'
communicate openly about troubling issues
compromise with my partner
pay attention to my partner's sexual needs
W
°~ Vhen things in the marriageare difficult
support my partner's career
be considerate to my partner's friends
completely love my partner
High Medium LfiX
6.52 6.47 6.58
5.93 5.95 5.89
5.61 5.36
5.750*
*
6.31 6.19 6.37
6.43 6.46 6.57
6.53 6.56 6.66
6.70 6.67 6.79
6.10 5.91 6.06
6.37 6.35 6.49@
6.21 6.30 6.35
6.40 6.33 6.40
6.59 6.43 6.62
6.50 6.28 6.43
5.93 5.67 5.82
6.69 6.57' 6.78
the high conflict group." P^ 05 ** P<.01
* p<.005 **** p< . 001
§=signif icant difference with medium group
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Table 10. Mean Values for
^ontiict”
Marriaap bv Parpnt- a1
communicates openly about troubling issues
recognizes my needs
confides in me
develops a close relationship with
my family
independent, self-sufficient
trusts me
works hard at the marriage
stays physically attractive
completely loves me
is considerate to my friends
pays attention to my sexual needs
listens to me
compromises with me
supports my career
ttiah Medium Low
6.41 6.38 6.46
6.52 6.44 6.56
6.66 6.55 6.74*
5.24 5.37 5.83*****
6.04 5.99 6.00
6.85 6.75 6.81
6.60 6.62 6.69
5.78 5.73 5.85
6.68 6.52 6.78***
5.80 5.73 5.94
6.35 6.29 6.35
6.71 6.68 6.76
6.39 6.53 6.47
6.47 6.35 6.42
All significance levels are made in comparison to the high conflict group
P< • 05 ** pc. 01
*** pc. 005 **** pc. 001
® -s i9ni f leant difference with medium group
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Conflict within the Parental Divorced nrnnp
Analyses revealed that the respondents in the PD group
did not differ by level of parental conflict in their
reported relationships with their mother; high conflict
respondents indicated a significantly poorer relationship
with their father and between their parents. Although there
was a significant difference in the amount of fighting
(17.41 vs. 19.44 vs. 22 . 10
,
F (2 , 75) =12 . 91
,
p<.001), high
conflict, divorced parents only fought more over the issues
of chores (2.94 vs. 2.38 vs. 2.19, F(2 , 88) =6. 61, p<.005),
the children (3.08 vs. 2.43 vs. 2.48, F (2 , 88 ) =3 . 43
,
p<.05),
and money (3.44 vs. 3.19 vs. 2.57, F (2 , 88) =7 . 95
,
pc. 001).
When compared to low conflict respondents, high conflict
respondents reported a significantly higher frequency of
physical fights (1.00 vs. 1.56 vs. 1.87, F (2 , 75) =4 . 99
,
pc. 01), but no differences in the reported amount of
bruising. Parents who divorced waited longer to remarry if
there was low conflict between them than if there was high
conflict (5.58 vs. 3.5, F (2 , 65) =4 . 12 , pc. 05) and respondents
who reported low conflict between their parents were also
significantly younger at the time of their parents divorce
in comparison to the other two groups (6.60 vs. 9.8 3 vs.
10.09, F(2,103)=3.58, pc. 03). There were no differences in
parents' levels of education or income.
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Vulnerability to Divornp
A 2x3 (gender x parents' marital status) MANOVA showed
a significant main effect for conflict. Unlike previous
analyses, however, no differences were found in the
perceived likelihood that the respondents themselves would
divorce or the extent to which they worry about divorcing.
As Table 11 shows, when considering the likelihood of
children of divorce divorcing, low conflict respondents
reported significantly higher ratings than did the high
conflict respondents (4.92 vs. 4.31, F (2 , 96) =5 . 27
,
p<.01).
The high conflict group, however, perceived divorce as a
more controllable event than did the low conflict group
(5.16 vs. 4.42, F (2 , 96) =3.22, p<.05).
As for their vulnerability to divorce, all three
conflict groups believed themselves to be significantly less
vulnerable than other students and other college-aged
children of divorce in likelihood of divorcing (see Figure
5) ; whereas the low and medium conflict groups did not
differentiate between the other two targets, high conflict
respondents indicated that children of divorce were less
vulnerable than other college students (4.35 vs. 4.86,
t (56) =2 . 90
,
pc. 005). All agreed that children of divorce
worried more than either themselves or other college
students (see Figure 6)
.
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Table 11 Mgan Values for Di vorce Items bv Parental
conflict Within
. the Parental Divorce Group
high fD Medium PD Low PD
General Divorce Rate 5.76 5.61 5.50
Likelihood of Marrying 5.93 6.13 6.46
Divorce-Self 2.95 3.13 3.17
Divorce-Other Students 4.86 4.61 5.00
Divorce-Child of Divorce 4.31 4.96 4.92**
Worry-Self 3.62 3.17 3.50
Worry-Other Students 3.55 3.39 3.58
Worry-Child of Divorce 4.89 4.26 4.96
Controllability 5.16 4.78 4.42*
All significance levels are made in comparison to the high conflict group.
* p< . 05 ** p<.01
*** p< . 005 **** p<.001
§=signif icant difference with medium group
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Self Other Students Child of Divorce
IF Parental Conflict
p D Low Conflict pd Medium Conflict
° PD High Conflict
Figure 5. Divorce Likelihood Ratings by Parental Conflict
within the Parental Divorce Group
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Figure 6. Divorce Worry Ratings by Parental Conflict within
the Parental Divorce Group
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Vulnerability to Other Life F.vf>ni- g
No differences were found on the likelihood or the
extent to which one worries about cancer, serious car
accident, or successful career based on conflict within the
PD group.
Perceptions of Marriage
Analyses on perceptions of marriage also showed no
differences by parental conflict for either Views of
Marriage, Success in Marriage, Self in Marriage, or Spouse
in Marriage.
Conflict within Intact Family Group
College-aged children from intact homes indicated that
the higher the conflict, the greater the fighting on all
issues and the poorer the relationship between parents on
every item. High conflict parents were reported to fight
physically more often than medium conflict parents (1.75 vs.
1.30, F (2 , 345) =30 . 04 , p<.001),
who fought more often than the low conflict (1.30 vs. 1.07,
F ( 2 , 34 5 )
,
pc.001). The IF respondents perceived no
differences in their relationship with their mother in terms
of truly caring for one's welfare or the issue of blame; low
conflict respondents reported a significantly better
relationship when compared to the high conflict respondents
on the remaining fourteen items. Respondents from low
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conflict intact homes reported a significantly better
- ®l^tionship with their fathers on every item.
Significantly higher parental income was reported in both
the medium and low conflict families (6.05 vs. 5.97 vs.
4.67, F(2,349)=12.68, p<.001).
Vulnerability to Divorce
As in the PD group, the parental conflict groups
significantly differed in their perceptions of divorce (2x3
MANOVA; F (2 , 362) =1. 60
,
p<.05). Again, however, there were
no differences in their reported likelihood of divorcing.
Unlike the main effect for parental conflict, low, medium,
and high conflict IF respondents each viewed their chances
similarly. The high conflict group, however, worried
significantly more than the low conflict (3.10 vs. 2.42,
F (2 , 362 ) =3 . 04 , p<.05), who worried less than the medium
conflict respondents (2.42 vs. 2.89, F(2 , 362) =3 . 04 , pc. 05)
about the possibility of divorcing. High conflict
respondents also perceived the general divorce rate as
significantly higher than did the other two groups (6.08 vs.
5.33 vs. 5.22, F (2 , 362 ) =7 . 92 , pc.001). Table 12 shows these
results. Level of parental conflict had no effect on the
respondents viewing themselves as least vulnerable to
divorce; all three groups rated themselves less likely to
divorce than either other college students or children of
divorce (see Figure 7) . High and medium conflict
62
Table 12. Mean Values for Divorce Items bv Parpnt.iConflict within the Intact Family r.rnnp
High ir Medium IF LOW IF
General Divorce Rate
6.08 5. 33**** 5.22***
Likelihood of Marrying
5.76 6.20 6.35
Divorce-Self
2.52 2.44 2.26
Divorce-Other Students .
« . 92 4.70 4.64
Divorce-Child of Divorce 4.90 4.85 4.90
Worry-Self
_
J
. 10 2.89 2.42*$
Worry-Other Students 3.56 3.43 3.16
Worry-child of Divorce 4.92 4.91 4.90
Controllability
5.18 5.15 5.06
i
11
p<?S5
flCanC* le
**
ls a
J
e
0J
ade in comparison to the high conflict group
*** p<.005 **** p< . 001
#=signif icant difference with medium group
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did not differentiate college-aged children of divorce from
other students. Low conflict respondents indicated that
children of divorce were more likely to divorce than other
students (4.89 vs. 4.64, t (201) =-3
. 39
,
p<.001). Everyone
believed that children of divorce worried most about
divorcing, while they themselves worried least; high
conflict respondents felt that they worried as much as other
students (3.10 vs. 3.56, t(49)=-2.64, n.s.) while those in
the low and medium conflict groups perceived themselves as
worrying less (low: 2.42 vs. 3.16, t (201) =-8 . 44
,
pc. 001;
medium: 2.89 vs. 3.43, t ( 116) =-4 . 34
,
p<.001). Figures 7 and
8 display these results.
Vulnerability to Other Life Events
As in all previous analyses, no significant findings
were found in any of the other life events.
Perceptions of Marriage
Analyses using 2x3 (gender by parental conflict)
MANOVAs indicated significant differences only on the Spouse
in Marriage scale (F(2,360), pc. 01). As shown in Table 13,
although they did not perceive a successful marriage or
themselves differently, high conflict respondents believed
that they were less likely to choose a spouse who would
develop a close relationship with their family (5.12 vs.
5.83, F (2 , 360)
,
pc.001), who would completely love (6.80 vs.
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Figure 7. Divorce Likelihood Ratings by Parental Conflict
within the Intact Family Group
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Figure 8. Divorce Worry Ratings by Parental Conflict within
the Intact Family Group
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Table 13. Mean Values for Spouse in Marriage bv ParPn^i
Conflict within Intact Family Group
High _If Medium IF Lav IF
communicates openly about troubling issues 6.52 6.38 6.45
recognizes my needs 6.52 6.44 6.55
confides in me 6.70 6.64 6.74
develops a close relationship with
my family
5.12 5.37 5.83****
independent, self-sufficient 5.82 6.02* 5.98
trusts me 6.86 6.81 6.82
works hard at the marriage 6.60 6.68 6.62
stays physically attractive 5.74 5.70 5.87
completely loves me 6.80 6.56* 6.77#
is considerate to my friends 5.86 5.73 5.92
pays attention to my sexual needs 6.34 6.30 6.33
listens to me 6.74 6.75 6.75
compromises with me 6.38 6.55* 6.46
supports my career 6.38 6.41 6.40
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6.56, F (2 , 360) =4 . 59
, p<.05) and compromise with them (6.38
VS. 6.55, F(2
, 360) —3 .21, p<.05 ), and who would be
independent and self-sufficient (5.82 vs. 6.02,
F (2 , 360) =3 . 67
,
p<.05)
.
Because analyses within the IF and PD group failed to
clearly illuminate consistent differences between high vs.
low conflict groups on either vulnerability to divorce or
perceptions of marriage (due perhaps to the disproportionate
sample sizes, particularly in the IF group), we decided to
perform analyses comparing the two high conflict groups
only, as they were comparable in size.
High Conflict and Parents' Marital Status
When comparing the two groups on the single item
measure of relationship with parents, high conflict PD
children reported a better relationship with their mother
(3.21 vs. 2.75, F ( 1 , 106) =4 . 94 , p<.05), while high conflict
IF children indicated a better relationship with their
father (1.39 vs. 2.12, F ( 1 , 106) =7 . 92 , p<.01). Comparisons
on the Self and Mother scale and Self and Father scale,
however, showed no differences between the groups. High
conflict IF respondents reported a better relationship
between their parents (20.54 vs. 30.40, F(l,90)=12.52,
p< . 001 ) , less arguing (22.70 vs. 21.31, F (1, 90) =6 . 12 , pc. 05)
and a higher parental income than those whose parents were
divorced (3.66 vs. 4.67, F ( 1 , 102 ) =7 . 03 , pc. 01). The
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respondents could not distinguish any difference in the
amount of praise, laughter, displeasure, or type of fighting
that passed between their parents; those in the high IF
group indicated that their parents were more affectionate
(1.94 vs. .94, F ( 1 , 93 ) =17 . 96
,
pc.OOl), more considerate
(1.84 vs. 1.15, F ( 1 , 93 ) =9 . 55
,
p<.005), and communicated more
(1.84 vs. 1.15, F ( 1 , 93 ) =4 . 91
,
p<.05) in their relationship.
The only ways the two groups did not differ were in the
parents often feeling displeased with one another, the
extent to which they praised each other, and the freguency
in which they laughed. Thus despite both groups being
termed "high conflict", the married parents appeared to be
somewhat more companionable and less conflictual than did
the divorced parents.
Vulnerability to Divorce
Results from a 2x2 (gender by parents' marital status)
MANOVA indicate a significant main effect for marital status
(F=91, p< . 005) . As presented in Table 14, high conflict IF
respondents reported a higher general divorce rate (5.76 vs.
6.08; F( 1,101) =4. 12, p<.05) than the high conflict PD,
although there were no differences in their reported
likelihoods of either marrying or divorcing. Those in the
divorced homes revealed that they worried significantly more
about divorcing (3.64 vs. 3.10, F(l, 101)=5.78, p<.05),
although they believed that children of divorce were less
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Table 14
‘ bv P.r^..
Status and High rnnfij^ narital
General Divorce Rate
Likelihood of Marrying
Divorce-Self
Divorce-Other Students
Divorce-Child of Divorce
Worry-Self
Worry-Other Students
Worry-Child of Divorce
Controllability
High -ED High IF
5.76 6.08*
5.95 5.76
2.93 2.52
4.64 4.82
4.30 4.90****
3.64 3.10*
3.56 3.56
4.89 4.92
5.14 5.18
All significance levels are made in comparison to the high conflict group.
* p< . 05
**
p<. 01
*** p< . 005 **** p<. 001
®=signif icant difference with medium group
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likely to divorce than did the respondents in the intact
homes (4.30 vs. 4.90; F(l, 101)=9
. 68, p<.005).
As for perceptions of vulnerability, as reported
before, both groups of respondents viewed themselves as
significantly less likely to divorce when compared to other
students (High IF: 2.52 vs. 4.82 t(50)=-10.86, p<.001; High
PD: 2.89 vs. 4.86, t(55)=-5.72, p<.001) or children of
divorce (High IF: 2.52 vs. 4.90, t(49)=-10.85, p<.001; High
PD: 2.89 vs. 4.35, t(56)=-7.27, p<.001); high conflict IF
respondents, however, considered the divorce rate for
children of divorce to be the same as other students (4.82
vs. 4.90, t ( 49 ) =- . 61
,
n.s.), while high conflict PD
respondents viewed other children of divorce as
significantly less vulnerable than other students (4.86 vs.
4.35, t ( 56 ) =2 . 90
,
p<.005). Regarding the amount of worrying
they do about divorcing, both groups felt they worried as
much as other students, but significantly less than children
of divorce. Figures 9 and 10 display these results.
Vulnerability to Other Life Events
Analyses using 2x2 (gender by parents' marital status)
MANOVAs indicated no differences between the high conflict
IF and PD groups' perceptions of either the likelihood or
worry ratings for cancer, serious car accident or successful
career.
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Figure 9. Divorce Likelihood Ratings by High Conflict
Parental Divorce vs. High Conflict Intact Family
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Figure 10. Divorce Worry Ratings by High Conflict Parental
Divorce vs. High Conflict Intact Family
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Perceptions of Marriage
Using 2x2 (gender by parents' marital status) MANOVAs
no conflict main effects or gender x conflict interactions
were found for Views of Marriage, Success in Marriage, Self
in Marriage, or Spouse in Marriage. Gender main effects
similar to those reported in the parents' marital status
section emerged for success in marriage, self in marriage,
and spouse in marriage.
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CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION
This study attempted to explore further the decreased
optimism of college-aged children of divorce regarding their
success in marriage (Fiala & Janoff-Bulman, 1990; Franklin,
Janoff-Bulman
,
& Roberts, 1990) by examining their perceived
vulnerability and particular perceptions of marriage.
Optimism can be viewed as the extent to which one believes
he/she will either succeed or fail; one's particular success
or failure may be a reflection of either a perceived general
success rate or a personal success rate. Those students
whose parents have divorced may be less optimistic about
their own marriages because they believe marriages in
general fail or, more personally, that something particular
about their marriage will cause it to fail. We hoped not
only to examine these students' vulnerability relative to
similar others, but also, by exploring specific perceptions
of marriage—including attributes of a successful marriage
and how one views oneself and one's spouse in marriage— to
focus specifically on the factors that might account for
this reported vulnerability.
In order to understand more fully the optimism
judgments of college-aged children of divorce, this study
addressed four issues: 1) Does vulnerability to divorce
differ between college-aged children of divorce versus those
from intact families? 2) Does perceived vulnerability
generalize to other life events, such as cancer, serious car
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accident and successful career? 3) Do respondents in the
parental divorce group hold different perceptions of
marriage than those whose parents are married? and 4) What
role does the amount of conflict between the parents, as
opposed to marital status, play in perceived vulnerability
to divorce and perceptions of marriage? The following
discussion will address each issue in turn.
Vulnerability to Divorce
Despite similar intentions to marry, college-aged
children of divorce were significantly more likely to
indicate that their marriages would end in divorce than were
college-aged children from intact homes, although both
groups' ratings indicated lower estimates than the presently
reported divorce rate (2.98 vs. 2.37 on a 7 point scale vs.
a general rate of 51%; National Center for Health
Statistics, 1989) . Analyses also showed that the
respondents in the PD group indicated worrying more about
divorcing. Interestingly, however, despite significantly
higher ratings found in the between group comparisons, the
children of divorce maintained as strong an illusion of
invulnerability as did those from intact families. When PD
and IF respondents compared themselves to other college-aged
students and college-aged children of divorce, both groups
viewed themselves as less likely to divorce than either
target. Thus, although the PD group's likelihood
ratings
were significantly higher than those of the IF group,
when
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similar others, PD
asked to directly compare themselves with
lespondents still believed that divorce is more likely to
happen to someone else. And despite the generally held
belief by both the PD and IF respondents that children of
divorce, as a group, worry more about divorcing than anyone
else, those in the PD group believed that they themselves
worried no more than other college students. 4
College-aged children of divorce, although rating
themselves significantly more likely to divorce than
college-aged children from intact homes, did not perceive
themselves as either uniquely or universally vulnerable. In
attempts to cope with the trauma of their parents' breakup,
these children may have found some way of construing their
own experience to be more positive than others. By either
selecting a particular dimension of their experience (Taylor
et al., 1983), such as increased responsibility (Weiss,
1979) or choosing only less fortunate others (even
hypothetical) with whom to compare (Wills, 1981) , children
of divorce can maintain the belief that they have not been
negatively affected by their parents' divorce. The results,
however, indicate that some of the accepted stigma of
parental divorce still applies; although respondents in the
PD group considered themselves less likely to divorce than
others, they were not completely unaffected. Unlike the
college-aged children from intact homes (the "nonvictims"),
who indicated that they worried less than anyone about the
possibility of divorcing, those in the PD group reported
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that they worried, not less, but the same as other students,
supporting both groups' contention that children of divorce
worry more about divorcing. Thus, the effect of parental
divorce may lie not so much in one's belief in the
likelihood of divorcing relative to others, but in the
extent to which one is concerned about the possibility.
Vulnerability to Other Life Events
Parental divorce, unlike other forms of victimization,
affected actual ratings of divorce between the two groups,
but not relative judgments. It also had no effect on the
perceptions of vulnerability to other events, negative or
positive. College-aged children of divorce considered the
likelihood of their contracting cancer, being in a serious
car accident, or having a successful career to be eguivalent
to those students whose parents remained married. Thus, any
vulnerability produced by the parents divorce, at least over
time, does not appear to generalize to any event other than
divorce.
Perceptions of Marriage
What about their perceptions of marriage? Parental
divorce at its most basic level is the dissolution of a
marriage. Do college—aged children of divorce perceive the
marital relationship differently? Although children of
divorce did not perceive their spouses any differently than
did college-aged children from intact homes, the two groups
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did differ on their views of marriage in general, the
attributes of a successful marriage, and how they perceived
themselves in marriage. Whereas the respondents in the IF
group attributed the break-up of marriages to the lack of
effort, those in the PD group were more likely to endorse a
view of marriage that emphasized the inevitability of
change. The college-aged children of divorce believed that
people change over time and that marriage cannot always
accommodate these changes, thus it is unrealistic to expect
marriages to last a lifetime. This may not be a pessimistic
view; rather it may be a recognition of the dyadic nature of
the marital relationship. Marriage involves two individuals
with separate needs and wants; those needs and wants may
change over time and the relationship may no longer be able
to fulfill those needs.
Grown children of divorce also considered compromising
less important to a successful marriage; perhaps they view
the individual's needs as more important than the needs of
the marriage. Whereas children from intact homes may
consider the importance of compromising to make the marriage
successful, children of divorce may believe it is more
important that the individual's needs are respected and not
compromised. Females in the PD group in particular
emphasized the importance of maintaining independence and
self-sufficiency.
Respondents in the PD group also believed that they
will trust and listen to their spouse less. They did not
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think that their spouse would trust them any less, but
rather, felt that they would not trust their spouses as much
as the respondents in the IF group indicated. Past research
has shown that college-aged children of divorce viewed their
hypothetical spouses as less dependable (Franklin, Janoff-
Bulman, & Roberts, 1990) ; given the inevitability of change
in the marriage, children of divorce may be more hesitant to
trust or compromise. They may consider it more important
not to compromise and to be more cautious in trusting
because the relationship may not last.
The importance of family relationships to a successful
marriage was another domain on which the two groups
differed. Respondents in the IF group viewed marriage as a
reflection of the parents' marriage; given that for children
of divorce their parents' marriages failed, it is not
surprising that they did not as strongly endorse this view.
College-aged children from intact homes also stressed the
importance of developing close relationships with the
partner's family. Because children with divorced parents
indicated that their parents did not fight over in-laws any
more than did married parents, and that these respondents'
relationships with each parent were no different than that
of their IF counterparts, it seems that only the poorer
relationship between the parents was affecting this view.
Given that their parents' relationship exemplified the
frailty of marriage, the PD respondents may believe that
it
is not wise to invest in one's spouse's family.
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Parental Conflict
The initial analyses based on self-ratings of parental
conflict clearly resembled the effects comparing marital
status on the child's perceived vulnerability to divorce and
perception of marriage. Most of the results resembled those
in the parental status comparisons. High conflict
respondents, as in the parental divorced group, reported a
greater likelihood of and increased concern about divorcing
when compared to low conflict respondents. An important
difference to note, however, was that unlike the children of
divorce, high conflict respondents indicated a greater
reluctance to marry. Thus, while both the PD and high
conflict respondents appeared vulnerable to divorce, only
those from high conflict homes seemed to be more hesitant in
marrying. As before, despite having higher ratings, when
asked to compare their chances of divorcing in relation to
others, high conflict respondents also perceived themselves
as less vulnerable than other students and children of
divorce.
The perceptions of marriage also reflected those
results found in the parental status analyses; high conflict
respondents were more likely to consider the inevitability
of two people naturally growing apart over time, and felt
that it was more unrealistic to expect that marriages could
last a lifetime. Low conflict respondents were more likely
to endorse the similarity of marriage to the parents'
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marriage and the importance of developing close
relationships with a partner's family.
Unfortunately, this overall resemblance of results to
those found for the parental divorce-intact family
comparisons may not be due to a similarity in perception as
much as to an overrepresentation of parental divorce
respondents in the high conflict group. Given the disparity
of the IF and PD group representation within the different
conflict categories, we looked more closely at conflict
within each group. Conflict within IF and PD groups, also
failed to add anything to our understanding of the
children's decreased optimism about success in marriage. No
differences in the reported likelihood of the respondents'
divorcing were found within either group. How then can we
account for the overall effect for parental conflict? If
high conflict respondents were more likely to indicate
divorcing than low conflict respondents overall, but these
differences were not noted within either the parental
divorced or the parental married groups, to what can we
attribute the group differences? The within group analyses
assumed that the differences in vulnerability to divorce
were solely characteristic of the level of conflict between
parents. Is the overall effect found in the conflict
analyses therefore really due to marital status?
Given the equal distribution in the high conflict IF
and PD groups, we compared these respondents perceptions
to
determine any differences due to parental marital status.
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Analyses failed to produce any differences in either
perceived vulnerability to divorce or perceptions of
marriage, thus indicating that marital status did not have
an effect. High conflict respondents, regardless of whether
their parents remained married or not, perceived marriage
and their chances of divorcing identically. What if the
parental conflict and parental divorce do not interact, but
rather contribute conjointly to this perception? Parental
conflict alone may be sufficient for producing the
children's increased vulnerability. In the absence of
conflict, parental divorce would produce this perception.
One would expect differences then, not in the high conflict
comparisons but rather in the low conflict comparisons.
To investigate this possibility, we glanced
exploratorally at the likelihood ratings of the PD and IF
respondents in the medium and low conflict groups. In order
to control for the disparity in group sizes, respondents in
the low and medium IF conflict groups were matched to those
in the PD group on the demographic variables and the
relationship with each parent. No differences were noted
between the medium conflict IF and PD groups. A significant
univariate analysis, however, was produced when comparing
the low conflict respondents; low conflict parental divorce
respondents rated the likelihood of themselves divorcing as
significantly higher than the low conflict intact family
respondents. No differences were found in perceptions
of
marriage.
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Thus, it appears that in the high conflict situations,
both the parental divorced and the parental married
respondents can attribute their parents problems to a highly
conflictual relationship, both groups expressed greater
fighting and arguing than in the low conflict, although it
should be noted that in this study the parental relationship
in the IF group was not perceived to be as conflictual as in
the PD group. Whether the parents remained married or not
may be irrelevant; in each case the children perceived the
marriage as a model of a bad relationship. In the low
conflict situation, however, the respondents in the PD group
cannot associate their parents' breakup with more fighting
and arguing; their parents fought as infrequently as the low
conflict married parents, yet they still divorced, thus
bolstering the children of divorce's view that marriages can
fail, regardless.
The antecedents of perceived vulnerability may be more
complex than we had initially supposed. The visible effects
of daily disagreements versus the concrete fact of marital
dissolution may either contribute. Parental conflict may be
sufficient to increase perceived vulnerability; in its
absence the explicitness of parental divorce may be
necessary.
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Endnotes
1 * The 2 items dropped from the original scale were "I find itd}££lcult ^ePend °n others," and "I want to merge completelywith another person." The former appears to be identical to "Ifeel comfortable depending on other people.", while the latter
was deemed inappropriate for the present age group.
2. Because the probability ratings almost always mimicked the
likelihood ratings, in an attempt at conservation, only the
likelihoods will be reported. The proportion of people in the
United States who will divorce appears to reflect perceptions of
the general divorce rate and is unrelated to anything else, so it
is included.
3. Analyses based on whether or not a parent remarried after the
divorce were also performed. 66% of the respondents (n=78)
indicated that at least one parent had remarried after the
divorce and nearly half (48.7%, n=37) reported they had at least
a moderately good relationship with their step-parent. There were
no differences on any life events marriage, or conflict scales.
There were two significant gender x remarry interaction; females
who had a parent remarry were more likely to agree that two
people can never be equally committed to a marriage, while also
supporting the notion that marriages fail because people do not
try hard enough to save them.
4. It is also interesting to note that although respondents in
the PD group differentiated themselves from other children of
divorce, they did not distinguish this group from other college
students when considering the likelihood ratings. Although it
can be argued that this comparison was not explicitly implicated
until after ratings for the self and others had been made,
literature on group identity (for a review on reference groups
and self-esteem, see Crocker & Major, 1989 ) would indicate that
in order to maintain their own self-esteem, children of divorce
could not view their reference group as more vulnerable. Thus,
whereas the respondents in the IF group would contend that
children of divorce are more vulnerable to divorce than other
students, were the respondents in the PD group to make a similar
claim it would decrease their self-esteem. By acknowledging
one's group as more vulnerable, one would be forced to view
oneself as a "victim". Thus, this finding is consistent with the
previous findings; respondents in the PD group do not perceive
themselves as "victims" and to maintain this perception, do not
perceive their group as more vulnerable.
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APPENDIX
SURVEY
The following is a study of ii fe events and relationships.
Please answer the
questions as honestly and accurate!? as possible- Don't spend too much
time o
one item. Your first response i. uluallyyour l)*,***
a "SWer aU
till
and complete each page before moving on to the next. All responses are
both
anonymous and confidential. Participation in this study is voluntary.
Returning a completed survey signifies the intent to be in this study. ir
have any questions, contact Kathryn Franklin Tobin 626, 545-0374.
you
GENDER: MALE FEMALE
AGE:
GRADUATING CLASS: 90 91 92 93 other
RELIGION:
RACE:
MARITAL STATUS: single married separated
divorced
answer:
I am uncomfortable
being close to others.
I find it easy to trust
others.
I am nervous when anyone
gets too close.
I worry that love partnei
might want me to be more
intimate than I feel
comfortable being.
Disagree
Strongly
Disagree Disagree
A Little
Agree
A Little
Agree Agree
Strongly
DS D DL AL
A AS
DS D DL
AL A AS
DS D DL
AL A AS
; DS D DL
AL A AS
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I find that other people
don't want to get as
close as I would like.
DS D DL AL A AS
I worry that a love partner
might not really love me.
DS D DL AL A AS
I find it easy to get
close to others.
OS D DL AL A AS
I feel comfortable
depending on other
people.
DS D DL AL A AS
I feel comfortable having
other people depend on me.
DS D DL AL A AS
I don't often worry
about being abandoned.
DS D DL AL A AS
I don't often worry about
someone getting too close
to me.
DS D DL AL A AS
We would like you to think about the likelihood of getting divorced. What doyou think is the proportion of people in the United States who will ever qetdivorced?
0 in 10 4 in 10 8 in 10
1 in 10 5 in 10 9 in 10
2 in 10 6 in 10 10 in 10
3 in 10 7 in 10 Other:
What do you think is the probability that you will ever get
0 in 10 4 in 10 8 in 10
1 in 10 5 in 10 9 in 10
2 in 10 6 in 10 10 in 10
3 in 10 7 in 10 Other:
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What do you think is the proportion of people, whose own parents have divorcedwho will themselves ever get divorced?
a o
0 in 10
1 in 10
2 in 10
3 in 10
* in 10 8 in 10
5 in io 9 in 10
6 in io io in 10
7 in io Other:
How likely do you think it is that you will ever get married?
1
extremely
unlikely
2 3
somewhat
unlikely
4 5
somewhat
likely
6 7
extremely
likely
How likely do you think it is that you will ever get divorced?
1
extremely
unlikely
2 3
somewhat
unlikely
4 5
somewhat
likely
6 7
extremely
likely
How likely do
divorced?
you think it is that other college students will ever get
1
extremely
unlikely
2 3
somewhat
unlikely
4 5
somewhat
likely
6 7
extremely
likely
How likely do
divorced will
you think it is that college students whose
themselves ever get divorced?
own parents have
1
extremely
unlikely
2 3
somewhat
unlikely
4 5
somewhat
likely
6 7
extremely
likely
Some people worry a lot about the possibility of getting divorced, while other
people do not worry very much about the possibility of getting divorced. How
often do you worry about getting divorced?
1
never
3 4 5 6 7
hardly sometimes very often
ever
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How often do you think other college students worry about getting divorced?
1
never 3hardly
ever
soDetines very often
about ^getting^divorced?
C°ll€^e students «™ parents have divorced worry
1
never
3
hardly
ever
sometimes very often
ST3i£\S
do you think getting diwced is?
bey°"d °ne ' S contro1 ' H°“ controll,bl
2 3 4 c c .
extremely 3 6 7
uncontrollable extremely
controllable
indicati
n
th^vtfnfn4. yOUL VieWS ° f “arria9e - Using the following scale pleasee e extent to which you agree with each of the following statements:
Strongly
Disagree
People's own marriages often seem to
resemble their parents' marriage.
Not all marital problems can be solved,
even with time and effort.
It is unrealistic to expect marriages
to last a lifetime.
To be happy, people need to be married.
A good example of a loving relationship is
necessary for a good marriage.
Marriage is stifling.
Over time married people naturally
grow apart.
Strongly
Agree
6
6
6
6
Marriage is an equal partnership.
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7Both partners should have inters*.,
outside the marriage. ta
People change over time, and marriaqecannot always accommodate these changes.
toY££LS? never be equally c°““tted
Marriage is exciting.
Marriages breakup because people don't
try hard enough to save the marriage.
An unsatisfactory marriage is better than
no marriage at all.
Both partners should be interested in thesame things.
Every marriage, no matter how good, has itsups and downs.
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3
5 6
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
HOW important do you think the following factors are for a successful marriage
Extremely
unimportant
Confiding in one's partner. 1 2
Being independent, self-sufficient. 1 2
Developing close relationships with
partner's family.
1 2
Resolving conflicts contructively. 1 2
Trusting a partner. 1 2
Recognizing a partner's needs. 1 2
Knowing how to listen. 1 2
Staying physically attractive to
one's partner.
1 2
Communicating openly, talk about
troubling issues.
1 2
Compromising with one's partner. 1 2
Paying attention to partner's sexual needs. 1 2
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
Extremely
important
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
Working hard when things in the marriage
are difficult.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Supporting partner's career. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Being considerate to partner's friends. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Completely loving one's partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How much do you agree with each of the following statements
my marriage I will...
Strongly
Disagree
about yourself? I
Strongly
Agree
confide in my partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
be independent, self-sufficient 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
develop a close relationship with my
partner's family.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
resolve conflicts constructively. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
recognize my partner's needs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
trust my partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
listen to my partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
stay physically attractive to my partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
communicate openly about troubling issues. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
compromise with my partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
pay attention to my partner's sexual needs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
work hard when things in the marriage
are difficult.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
support my partner's career. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
be considerate to my partner's friends. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
completely love my partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Indicate how stongly you feel each of the following describes the marital
partner you will choose. In ay marriage I will choose a partner who:
communicates openly about troubling
recognizes my needs,
confides in me.
develops a close relationship with
my family.
independent, self-sufficient,
trusts me.
works hard at the marriage,
stays physically attractive,
completely loves me.
is considerate to my friends,
pays attention to my sexual needs,
listens to me.
compromises with me.
supports my career.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
. 1 2 3 4 ‘5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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think is th^p^opo^tior^of neon? J*
kelihood of getting cancer. What do you
cancer? P ” p ple in the United States who will ever get
.
0 in 10
« in 10 8 in 10
1 in 10 5 in io 9 in 10
2 in 10 6 in io 10 in 10
3 in 10 7 in io Other:
o you think is the probability that you will ever get
0 in 10 4 in 10 8 in 10
1 in 10 5 in 10 9 in 10
2 in 10 6 in 10 10 in 10
3 in 10 7 in 10 Other:
cancer° IZ 5S*e^S^ °f P€°Ple ' 8 parent *h° has had
0 in 10 4 in 10 8 in 1
0
1 in 10 5 in 10 9 in 10
2 in 10 6 in 10 10 in 10
3 in 10 7 in 10 Other:
How likely do you think it is that you will ever get cancer?
extremely
unlikely
somewhat
unlikely
5 6
somewhat
likely
extremely
likely
How likely do you think it is that other college students will ever get cancer
extremely
unlikely
somewhat
unlikely
somewhat
likely
extremely
likely
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cancer will eve^get^an^er?
8 that COllege students with a parent who has had
extremely
unlikely
3 4
somewhat
unlikely somewhatlikely extremelylikely
peopl^do^not^orry ve^much abo f°J® ibility °f getting cancer, while otheroften do you worry about getting cancer?P
°SSlbUity ° f gettin9 cancer. How
1
never
3
hardly
ever
sometimes very often
HOW oft*, do you think other college students worry about getting cancer!
1
never
3
hardly
ever
sometimes very often
about ^getting^cancer?* students with a parent who has had cancer worry
1
never
3
hardly sometimes very often
things
G
a ^person *can do^o’lhanae thS
C?V? ,?°^roI1«bl*.«n<« that there arepeople believe that nptH nn g likelihood of getting cancer. Other
So Sou think
V
gettin,^cancer isT" “ ^°"d • control. How controllable
extremely
uncontrollable extremely
controllable
94
that results
e
iJt°8eJioui
i
i!ijS^
U
J0
t
i?th
ike
Jh
h0
S
d
<
0f being in * Car accident
you think i* «.k\* Zt l s *n J ury to ei er t e driver
l serious c^accfd^f^ ° f Pe°pl * in U^ted
or passengers. What do
nite States who will ever be in
0 in 10 4 in 10 8 in 10
1 in 10 5 in 10 9 in 10
2 in 10 6 in 10 10 in 10
3 in 10 7 in 10 Other:
What do you
accident?
think is the probability that you will ever be in a serious car
0 in 10 4 in in 8 in 10
1 in 10 5 in 10 9 in 10
2 in 10 6 in 10
3 in 10 7 in 10 Other:
How likely do you think it is that you will ever be in a serious car accident?
1
extremely
unlikely
2 3 4
somewhat
unlikely
5 6
somewhat
likely
7
extremely
likely
How likely do you think it is that other college students will ever be in a
serious car accident?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
extremely somewhat 'somewhat extremely
unlikely unlikely likely likely
Some people worry a lot about the possibility of being in a serious car
accident, while other people do not worry very much about the possibility of
being in a serious car accident. How often do you worry about being in a
serious car accident?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
never hardly sometimes very often
ever
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car accident?^°
U ot^er college students worry about being in a serious
1
never
3 4 5 6 7
hardly sometimes very often
ever
People believe that being in a serious car accident is controllable andthat there are things a person can do to change the likelihood of being in a
serious car accident. Other people believe that being in a serious car
accident is beyond one's control. How controllable do you think beinq in aserious car accident is? ^
1 2345
extremely
uncontrollable extremely
controllable
We would like you to think about the likelihood of having a successful career(being able to have the job of your choice)
. What do you think is the
proportion of people in the United States who will have a successful career?
0 in 10 4 in 10 8 in 10
1 in 10 5 in 10 9 in 10
2 in 10 6 in 10 10 in 10
3 in 10 7 in 10 Other:
What do you think is the probability that you will have a successful career?
0 in 10 4 in 10 8 in 10
1 in 10 5 in 10 9 in 10
2 in 10 6 in 10 10 in 10
3 in 10 7 in 10 Other:
How likely do you think it is that you will have a successful career?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
extremely somewhat somewhat extremely
unlikely unlikely likely likely
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How likely do you think
successful career?
it is that other college students will have a
1 2
extremely
unlikely
3 4
somewhat
unlikely
5 6
somewhat
likely
7
extremely
likely
Some people worry a lot about the having a successful career, while otherpeople do not worry very much about having a successful career. How often doyou worry about having a successful career?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
never hardly sometimes very often
ever
How often do you think other college students worry about having a successful
career?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
never hardly sometimes very often
ever
Some people believe that having a successful career is controllable and that
there are things a person can do to change the likelihood of having a
successful career. Other people believe that having a successful career is
beyond one's control. How controllable do you think having a successful caree
is?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
extremely extremely
uncontrollable controllable
FAMILY BACKGROUND
Humber of brothers: (give ages)
Number of sisters: (give ages)
Where did you mostly live while you were growing up:
rural or country area
___
small town small city
suburb of a city large city other (specify)
Have you ever had cancer? yes no
Has a close member of your family ever had cancer? yes no
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Has a close friend ever had cancer? yes no
you ever been in a car accident resulting in serious injury?
yes no
Hds d close member of vnnr f j •%
serious injury? yes no ^
ever been in a car accident resulting in
S Cl°Se frle"d eV" bee" i" » car accident resulting in serious injury?
yes no
How would you rate your relationship with
not at all
good
0
somewhat
good
1
moderately
good
2
your (biological) father?
very extremely
good good
3 4
How would you rate your relationship with your (biological) mother?
not at all
good
0
somewhat
good
1
moderately
good
2
very
good
3
extremely
good
4
divorced widow/widower
Are your parents: married separated
If your parents are divorced:
Who had custody after the divorce?_
What was your age at the time of the divorce?
Did either of your parents remarry?
If yes, how many years after the divorce did s/he remarry?
How close do you feel to your step-parent?
not at all
0
somewhat
1
moderately
2
very
3
extremely
4
Level of education: Mother Father
High school or less
Some college
College graduate
Beyond college
98
Parental Income (if parents divorced report only the income of the parent you
lived with):
0 - 10,000
10
,
001 -20,0002 .
30,00030.001-
40,000
40.001-
50,00050.001-
60,00060.001-
70,000
70,001 and above
Using the scale below, rate while you were growing up a) your relationship wit
your mother , b) your relationship with your father , and c) your parents
relationship with each other for each of the following statements.
never some of the time all of the time
0 1 2 3 4
Self
and
Mother
Self Parents
and with
Father Each Other
Although we (they) didn't always share
the same viewpoint, we respected the
other's opinion.
Each person's needs were considered to
be as important as the other's.
Each generally felt loved by the other.
In general each was considerate of the
other's feelings.
We (they) spent a lot of time talking
and sharing ideas.
Each person could tell the other about
things that bothered him or her.
If one was aware of something that
bothered the other about the relationship,
he or she would attempt to deal with it.
We (they) were able to discuss both the bad
and the aood aspects of our relationship.
Each often felt the other was displeased
with his or her actions.
Each often felt the other blamed him or
her for problems between them.
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Self Self Parents
and and with
Mother Father Each Other
Each person often praised the other.
Often we (they) laughed together.
There was a great deal of affection in
the relationship.
We (they) shared a lot of interests
outside the relationship.
Often one person humiliated the other.
Each person truly cared for the other
person's welfare.
How much conflict do you recall in your parent's relationship while you were
growing up?
not at all somewhat moderately very extremely
0 1 2 3 4
How often did your parents have arguments about the following:
a. Chores and responsibilities
b. The child(ren)
c. Money
d. Showing affection to each other
e. Religion
f. Leisure time
g. Drinking or drug use (theirs)
h. Other men or women
i. In-laws
Never Hardly
Ever
Sometimes Often
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
How often did these arguments become physical?
Never Hardly Ever Sometimes Often
1 2 3 4
Were either one of your parents ever badly cut or bruised as a result of a
physical fight with each other?
yes no
100
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